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Decision No .. 

BEFORE THE PUBLIC UTILITIES CO~~SSION OF THE STATE OF CALIFORNIA 

Commission Investigation into the) 
Valley View Drive grade crossing ) 
of the Los Altos branch of the ) 
Southern Pacific Company _ " .. )._ .. -

,\ . 

Case No. 5429 

Gardner Bullis, City Attorney, City of 
10s Altos, . 
A. W. Conner, Mayor; City of Los Alto:, 
~lJart.er S. Caspar, Supervisor, County of 
Santa Clara, . . ' . 
Rev .. Charles ~l. Cox, for Mcth"o"dlst 
communi ty Church of Los Alto:;; ~::'. ~, . 
Leonard Buzhnc.ll, County Engineer, County 
of San'Ca Clara, 
Don Curlin, Assistant County Counsel, 
County of Santa Clara, 
R. Bassett, Fire Chief J Los Altos Fi're 
Protection District, 
William A .. Reed II, J. H. Farrell, 
Joseph ~. Henderson, D. P. Larsen, 
N~s .. F. Ruainc, Eugene waShington, 
L. VI. Griffith, !Va's. Virginia Lroyd, 
Stuart Han/ood, J..1rs. It/. H. Kohl, 
interested partie~. 

R. S. Mxers, lor~Southern Pacific Company, 
rczpondent. 

Halsey 1. Rixford, for the Commission's 
St.lff. 

OPINION - ... ---~--
By order ~ated December 2, 1952, the Commission, on its 

own ~otion, instituted an investigation for the pu.-posc of ~etermin­

ing whether the crossing (EN-37.16) ~t gra~e, of Valley View Drive 

with the tracks of the Lo~ Altos Branch of Southern Pacific Company 

in the vicinity of Springer Road station, Santa Clara County, is 

hazardous to the safety of the public, whether the public safety, ~. 

convenience or neceszity requires the abolition of such crossing by 

phYSical closing or the closing thereof to public use, or the alter-

ation thereof or the installation of protective ~evices, and ~o 
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prescribe the terms'upon which any such maintenance, closing, alter­

ation or installation should be made and the proportions' in which th~ 

~xpens~ thereof should be divided between the'Southern Pacific 

Company, the County of Santa Clara and the City. of Los Altos. 

A public hearing was held at los· Alto~,' before COmmissioner 

Huls a."ld Ey.alniner Silverhart on February 26, 1953,' on 'Which date the " 

matter was submitted. 

T.he Commission, by Decision No. 41556, dated May 4, '1948', 

denied the application of the County of Sant~ Clara for authority t~ 

construct a public grade ,crossing at the abovc-mentioned Valley View 
, 

Drive. In such dccision the Commission said, among ot~er things, 

~From the record in this caoc, it appears that a 
crossing ~t this location would be' unsafe due to the steep 
~pproach grade (ll~ per cent) and that it would not be . 
practicable to reduce this grade. It also appears that 
access to the subdivision is available by alternate, 
although slightly longer routes, over other public cross­
ings. The most desirable solution to the problem would be 
the extension of Border Road both to the north and south 
along the railroad tr~ck$, thus connecting with the Magdalena 
Road crossing and the Fremont Avenue crossing. The extension 
to the south would have the further benefit of giving the 
tract better access to the Springer Road Railro~d Station. 
In the event that Border Ro~d is extended as suggested, the 
priv~te crossing at Valley View Drive could be' closed.~ 

The location and physical characteristics of the crossing" 

at Valley View Drive, the public crossings,on either sidcthereo! 

and the'distances therefrom'to Malgdalena Avenue and to Fremont'Avenue 

~re set .forth in suc'h decision, ~s is the location of Border Road.' 

Since the 'issuance of Decision No. 41556 the crossing a~ Valley View 

Drive" the eastern approach thereto 3.nd a portion of the western 

approach are now within the city limits of the City of los Altos. 

The subdivision referred to in such deCiSion, known as Summerhill 

Heights l is not within such city limits. 
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• 
Th~ £ir~ chief of th~ Los Altos Fire Protection District 

te~tified ~hat fir~ ~quipmont is routed away from the V~lley View 

Drive crozsing because of deep chuck holcz and ruts therein. He 

indic~tcd that if such crossing were available az a means of'ingress 

to Summerhill Heights via Valley View Drive, his equipmer!t would 

ascend one hill less than now m~st be negotiated by use of routes 

prezcntly utilized. The witness also stated that an extension of 

Border Road would be advantageous because it would permit a reduc­

tion in time to negotiate the distance between the Fire House, at 

3rd anaState Streets in Los Altos~ and Summerhill Heights. 

The supervisor of school buses of the Los Altos school 

district testified that the Valley View Drive crossing is· dangerous 

and in bad condition and that the school buses do not usc it. This 
, 

... :i t.nezs s'tated 'tha't Border Road could be used if it "'rcrc ~xtcnd.cd. 

The county engineer of Santa Clara County to'stified that 

the exizting crossing at V~llcy View Drive is dangerous, that to 

reduce the grade there.::l.t would require the expensiv~ procedure of 

ei'ther raising the grade at Fremont Avenue or l~wering the grade ~ 

of th0 railroad} that he favored ~ highway parallel to the railr~ad 

and that he would recommend an extension of Border Road either to 

the north or the south if the Valley View Drive crOSSing should b€ 

closed. 

Exhibit No.2, a report prepared by transportation ~. 

enginc~rz of 'the Co~mi~sionTs staff, as a result of·their.~tudy 

~f the crossing with which we arc here concerned, shows that the 

width of such crossing is 12 feet, with a plus 15 per cent grade of 

approach on the east and a minus $ per cent on the wcs't, that such 

crossing is too narrow to ~rmi't· passage of two vehicles of any type, 

that such crossing is unpaved., as arc the approaches, 'that such 
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,approaches contain large chuck holes, and -eha't a hill caUSes an 
, , 

'impairm~nt'or vision to the' northwest. 

While the evidence demonstrates that the present crossing 

at yallcy View Drive is deplorably inadequate and' dangerous, the 

closing ~hereor would deprive the residents of Summerhill Heights 
, ' " .. \ \. ,~}~"'~""".', . 

! • I '. " • 

of' aC,ox:;v~nient means' 6f ing:r-ess"and egress to and !'rom their homes. 
! , .... ",' I ' " .",) ,#",' • J.,. 

At the same time" to permit," such, cro~sing as i:t presently exists, 
, , ;.: 

to remai,n open ind~fini tely would not be conducive to the public 
, . • ~, I: " " , J I; I ", 

safetyl~ Therefore, the ensuing order will provide for the abolition 
, 'I'." 

, , " "! ' 

of the crOSSing at Valley View Drive at such time as Border Road 

shall 'be prolonged either to Fremont Avenue or to'Magdalena Avenue, 

or at the expiration' of' six months from'" the date hereof)' whichever .,/,r- ' 

is the earlier. 
j ". 

Beca,use of the' exigency and immediacy of the situation 
" ,. ' .• :",'. ' .. '",' ,jl 

confronting the residents of the area, the Board of Supervisors o~ 
• ' '. I t., ," 

Sa:nta. Clara County is urged'to underta~e such construction promptly. 

o R D E R ----.-,. " 
. I· ..... ~ .. 

, ,., 

" ' 
I r 'I • I ,..' 

, "A public hearing having been held and 'based upon the 
v , " . 

evidence therein adduced, 

IT IS ORDER~D: 

1. That the Southern Paci!'ic Company, the County of Santa 
1, ... _ 

Clara and the City of Los Altos, 'at such ~ime as Border Road is 
• . ~ , '''I '. 

lengthened either to Magdalena Avenue or to Fremont Avenue, and 

officially opened to traffiC, or at the expiration of six months 

, . . 

.---", 
fro~ the date hereof, whichever is the earlier, shall abolish,oy 

physical' clOSing, the crossing of Valley View Driv~"'(EN 37.16) with 

the raii;oad tracks of the 'Southern Pacific Company near Springer 
" .,' ~:. ,. 

Road station, in the County of Santa Clara. 
•• I~" ." t'" j .''..', .' 

.1 
, , ' '. " .. (' 

.. ' 

:, '\' . ' .' 
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2. ,That within,fiv~·days.after the; occurrence of the 

€:vent referred to in paragraph" 1 hcrco£,!·thc Southt:'rn'" 

Pacific Comp.:lny, at its:~sole: expense,'- shall· remove-"such : 

crossing, and approaches,' within; 'the' ,limits~ of,' its',right: of 

way" and erect su.itable:, barriers:; , in 'such· 'manner , as:.,effec-'­

tively,to prevent the 'use 'of such crossing',byvehicular:: 

traffic.' . 

The'effective' date' of, this;. order shall' be~:twenty' 'days, after: 

the date hcreof~', . II 
Dated at ~ 4,~1 

",p 0 ) 

~&r~' 1953.', 


